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Prof. J. Bordan 


Call to order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
first item on the agenda was to be dealt with in "Closed Session" and he 
asked that anyone in attendance who was not a member of Senate to leave 
the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


It was noted that Ms. Linda MacDonald and Prof. H. Proppe, should be 
added to the list of members present at the July 11, 1978 meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PINSKY, SECONDED BY DR. WAI11, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF MAY 17, 25, 26 AND 
JULY 11, 1978, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


This being the first Senate meeting for the 1978/79 academic year, Dr. 
O'Brien felt that it would be useful for members to identify themselves. He 
invited members of Senate to introduce themselves, giving their name and 
indicating the particular group or constituency from which the member 
comes. 
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With respect to the financial position of the University, Dr. O'Brien advised 
that Concordia did not receive all that it wanted, which was hardly 
surprising because, considering the extent of the financial gap between this 
University and the other universities in the Province, it would extraordinary 
if that gap was completely filled in a single year. 


However, he explained that in terms of the operating grants for 1978/79, 
Concordia has obtained a special grant to cover the six million dollar deficit 
accumulated over the past two years. Consequently, the financial statements 
for the University which have been recently received from the auditors, 
shows no accumulated deficit. Also, for the present year, we have received 
a special additional amount of money to the basic level of financing that we 
have had. This improvement to the ongoing level of grants was important, 
because since we have been operating on the basis of an annual deficit of 
three million dollars per year, unless we obtain additional money on an 
annual ongoing basis, obviously sooner or later that position would become 
untenable. At one time it appeared that we would receive enough additional 
ongoing money that at our present level of operation we could break even in 
the present year. However, that was before the Minister of Finance decreed 
that for the overall university system as a whole, there should be an eighteen 
million dollar reduction in university financing. Concordia's share in that 
cut turned out to be a little more than one million dollars, and in 
consequence we would again run a deficit in the present year, although one 
which was hoped would not be as large as the deficits we have been 
running for the past few years. Dr. O'Brien further advised that inevitably 
the University would be doing what in fact we were already in the process 
of doing, which was presenting to the Department of Education the 
argument that Concordia University was so underfinanced relative to any 
comparison one would care to make, that further additional monies should 
be added for the future. 


With respect to enrolments for 1978/79, Dr. O'Brien advised that he was 
unable to present final figures to Senate at this time, explaining that the 
figures that were available were incomplete in the sense that all aspects of 
University enrolment were not concluded and such things as late 
registrations and withdrawals were still continuing. 


However, one thing that did appear to be clear was that the level of 
enrolment was a good deal higher than predicted for this year. While it had 
been predicted that enrolment would drop this year, it appears that it has not 
done so and indeed, when all was said and done it might well turn out that 
enrolment to some extent has increased. This was an unexpected situation 
and one that seemed to be happening to other english language education 
institutions in Quebec, including C.E.G.E.P.s, where enrolments appear to 
be higher than anticipated. As for the reasons for this phenomenon, it would 
take time for that kind of analysis to be done. 


Question Period 


Prof. M. Verthuy, Principal of the Simone de Beauvoir Institute, advised 
that the supply of copies of the document on the Institute of Women's 


78-10-8 


78-10-9 


78-10-10 


Studies has been depleted and it would be greatly appreciated if Senators 
who were present last year when the proposal was submitted to Senate and 
who might still have a copy of the submission, would send the document to 
her. Concern was voiced over the non-functioning of the shuttle-bus 
beyond3:30 p.m. (Loyola campus) and 4:00 p.m. (S.G.W. campus), it 
being argued that the service was an extremely important element in 
encouraging students, faculty and staff on both campuses to consider 
themselves as belonging to Concordia, rather than to the campus. Dr. 
O'Brien advised that the above was one of the questions which has been 
raised and which would be looked at in the budget revisions for the present 
year, to be studied within the next few weeks when we see what our 
situation really is. Dr. O'Brien confirmed that during the second term last 
year he had appointed a Committee for the exploration and development of 
services for physically handicapped students, with a mandate to look into 
the situation and to make whatever recommendations seemed appropriate. 
He advised that he had written to all the members of the Committee and he 
had asked someone to convene a meeting but had heard nothing since. He 
will enquire about the present status of the Committee. 


Responding to a question concerning the Capital Budget and particularly 
with respect to the Library situation, Dr. O'Brien advised that the portion of 
the Department of Education that deals with university matters has been 
virtually inoperable all summer, with the result that very little has happened. 
The issue of the Library was still there, was very much alive but was not 
progressing particularly, nor has it been turned down. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


For the benefit of new Senate members, Dr. O'Brien explained that this item 
was on the agenda to provide an opportunity for information from the 
various bodies to be brought to Senate. The practice was not to go through 
the items systematically, but rather, he would ask if there was a report from 
any of the bodies and then allow the matter to be brought forward. He 
emphasized the fact that it was a matter of "report for information" which 
meant that while the matter may be presented and discussed briefly, motions 
were not normally received on items under this heading. If there was 
business to be done, requiring a motion, the item in question should be 
submitted to be inserted on the agenda at a later point in accordance with the 
normal procedures. 


Dean Simon advised, for information purposes, that at the Faculty Council 
meeting of Friday, September 12, 1978, it was moved that Senate be served 
notice of motion that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration will 
submit a report dealing with Re-reads/Re-evaluations (WC-US-78-1-D3), 
for further consideration and that the motion was carried. The understanding 
was that at some future date something would be sent from the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration to Senate, on the matter. 


On behalf of U.C.C.C., Dr. O'Brien presented document US-78-10-D1 
Guidelines for the awarding of pro-tanto credit for courses taken in career 
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(professional) C.E.G.E.P. programmes. He explained that the document 
was being tabled for information. 


Appointments 


Election of Steering Committee members 


Dr. O'Brien explained the composition of the Steering Committee and the 
procedures for the election of its members. 


He pointed out that to be eligible for election to the Steering Committee, 
faculty members must have previously served at least one year on Senate. 
The Secretary had prepared a list, in the form of a ballot, of the faculty 
members on Senate who meet the above requirement. With respect to the 
two student members on the Steering Committee, Dr. O'Brien explained the 
procedure was to ask the student members of Senate to propose the names 
of two appropriate people, with Senate then making the appointment. 
However, since student senators themselves were usually only appointed 
about this time of the year, it was not practical to appoint students to the 
Steering Committee at the September meeting of Senate. He asked the 
student members of Senate to propose to the Secretary as soon as possible, 
the names of two members for the Steering Committee, which would then 
be placed on the agenda hopefully in time for the October, 1978, meeting of 
Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the fact that for the past number of 
years the Steering Committee meetings have been held on Tuesday 
mornings, at 8:30 a.m., on the Loyola campus. While attempts have been 
made following past Steering Committee elections, to shift the time of the 
meetings, it has been found impossible to do so. The meetings would 
therefore continue to be held once a month in accordance with that schedule, 
and any faculty member listed on the ballot (DOC-US-78-10-D2) who 
might have a cast-iron alibi for not being able to be present at 8:30 a.m., on 
Tuesday mornings, should take account of that. 


Mr. K. Adams and Dr. P.E. Filion were asked to distribute, collect and 
count the ballots. 


It was pointed out that there appeared to be some members who were on 
Senate last year whose names were not on the ballot. 


The Secretary advised that there were four members from the Faculty of 
Arts and Science who were only appointed to Senate as of October 7, 1977. 
He had interpreted the criteria as stated, that was "at least one year on 
Senate”. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that although the phrase "at least one year" was 
ambiguous and could have been interpreted otherwise, he felt that the 
Secretary's "calendar" year interpretation was a reasonable one, but also it 
was an interpretation which could be reversed by Senate if it wished to do 
so, without, he was certain, hurting anyone's feelings in the slightest. 
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Voting proceeded with the ballot unchanged and it was agreed that Senate 
continue to the next agenda item while the ballots were being collected and 
counted. 


Library Committee and the Advisory Committee on Part-time Students’ 
Affairs 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THE APPOINTNENT OF PROF. 0. SCHWELB AND PROF. R. 
NEEMAH TO THE LIBRARY COMMITTEE (TERMS TO MAY 31, 1979 
AND MAY 31, 1980 RESPECTIVELY), AND THE APPOINTMENT OF 
PROF. LINDSAY CHRYSLER TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON 
PART-TIME STUDENTS’ AFFAIRS, (DOC-US-78-10-D3), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Committee for Creative Work in the Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PINSKY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BHATNAGAR, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEE 
FOR CREATIVE WORK IN THE ARTS (DOCUS-78-10-D4), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations Regarding Cheating (Undergraduate) 


Concerning the Academic Regulations Regarding Cheating 
(Undergraduate), Dr. O'Brien reminded members who were on Senate last 
year that some time had been spent discussing academic regulations on 
cheating and at the and of the year a final document (US-78-10-D6) had 
been approved, with the understanding that it would be submitted to legal 
counsel for any revisions in the form that might be considered desirable. 
Document US-78-10-D7 was the result of that legal revision and Dr. 
O'Brien wished to have a vote by Senate approving that document. While 
there were a number of changes to document US-78-10-D6 in the drafting, 
he did not believe that any new directions have been introduced in document 
US-78-10-D7. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, THAT 
THE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS REGARDING CHEATING 
(UNDERGRADUATE), (DOC-US-78-10-D7), BE APPROVED. 


Responding to a question concerning the imposition of additional credits 
included under Sanctions (page 6, document US-78-10-D7), Dr. O'Brien 
explained that the historical reason for this was that once upon a time in 
such circumstances, what was done was to cancel credits. However, the 
legal opinion wag that it may cause complications to cancel credits which 
have previously been legitimately earned. Also, if credits were cancelled, 
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obviously other credits would have to be taken and the same end would be 
achieved by the imposition of additional credits without the cancellation of 
credits already earned. 


With respect to section II, Procedures (DOC-US-78-10-D7), the feeling 
was expressed that the procedural prescriptions listed in the document 
appeared to substantially divorce a faculty member who might initially wish 
to present evidence to the Registrar, from the proceedings that follow and 
the decisions made to lay, prosecute and hear the charge of cheating. It was 
wondered why the professor who was substantially involved in a case by 
virtue of having initially presented evidence, was, within the framework of 
the Procedures, so thoroughly detached from those Procedures thereafter. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that rather than his attempting what would be an 
off-the-cuff reply to a complicated question, it might be far more 
satisfactory if the question were to be discussed with some of the members 
who were on Senate last year and who were involved in the debate on 
Procedures. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Senate Committee on "Small Units" 


Concerning the Report from the Senate Committee on Small Units such as 
"colleges" (DOC-US-78-8-DIO), Dr. Wall explained that the Report covered 
proposals for two "small units" which he wished Senate to consider 
separately. 


With respect to the proposal for a "College of Self-Directed Learning", 
(DOC-US-78-8-DI]), Dr. Wall advised that he intended to make a motion to 
table the proposal and refer it back to the Senate Committee on Small Units 
for reconsideration. He explained that one of the concerns of the Senate 
Committee in presenting the proposal for a "College of Self-Directed 
Learning" was that although the proposal had very strong support from a 
wide area of members of the University community, it did not have 
particularly large numbers of full-time faculty involved in the planning. The 
Report from the Senate Committee on Small Units (DOC-US-78-8-D1O) 
was circulated in May 1978 and since that time one of the main proposers of 
the "college" has resigned and left the University. Also, another full-time 
faculty member who was instrumental in convincing the Senate Committee 
to support the proposal now feels that it would be wise to withdraw the 
document (US-78-8-DIll) because he is planning a leave of absence next 
year. 


In light of the above, Dr. Wall felt that the proposal should be reconsidered 
by the Senate Committee on "colleges". 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY DEAN AKIN, THAT 
THE PROPOSAL FOR A "COLLEGE OF SELF-DIRECTED 
LEARNING" (DOC-US-78-8-Dll), BE TABLED AND REFERRED 
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BACK TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON "COLLEGES" FOR 
RECONSIDERATION. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WALL, SECONDED BY PROF. TRESIERRA, 
THAT SENATE APPROVES THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UN ' IT 
REFERRED TO IN DOCUMENT US-78-8-D12 AS THE INSTITUTE OF 
COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND RECOMMENDS IT TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


Responding to a question concerning the B grade average requirement 
mentioned in paragraph 2, page 5, of document US-78-8-D12, Dr. Wall 
explained that it was the intention of the planning committee that this 
requirement would apply to the entire 90-credit programme, leading to the 
Bachelor's Degree. He further explained that students intending to go on to 
Graduate School would be encouraged to follow an honours programme 
and would have to maintain the necessary grade point average requirement 
in the particular disciplinary honours programme as well. With respect to 
the language requirements and in particular French 202 vis-a-vis functional 
bilingualism, it was explained that it very often occurred that those who 
were able to speak French were not able to write it very well and the course 
was designed to help such people improve their French. 


Concern was expressed over what appeared to be a conceptual difference 
between the English and French versions of the title of the Institute, 
particularly with respect to the word "gestion". Responding to a question 
concerning the resource implications of the proposal (DOC-US-78-8-D 12), 
Dr. Wall advised that unlike some of the other proposals, this one did not 
have major implications insofar as hiring of additional personnel including 
part-time faculty was concerned. Also, it was very difficult to generalize on 
resource implications because the needs of each particular unit were 
different and while he has tried to come up with an average cost figure, in 
every instance he has been proven wrong. However, he believed that 
operating expenses for the units was averaging about fifty-thousand dollars 
per year, which would likewise apply to the Institute of C unity and Public 
Affairs. 


Election of Steering Committee members (cont'd) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that the following were elected to the Steering 
Committee in the first round of balloting: 


Prof. J.C. Giguere - Faculty of Engineering 
Prof. J. Locke - Faculty of Fine Arts 


Dr. O'Brien advised also that there was a tie vote between the two eligible 
candidates in Commerce and Administration and in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science no candidate received the necessary vote, equal to at least half the 
number of ballots cast, in order to be elected. In keeping with past practice, 
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the candidate receiving the lowest numbers of votes would be deleted from 
the ballot for the second round of voting. 


Prof. Goodwin, Faculty of Commerce and Administration, advised that he 
was presently working on his thesis and if he were to be elected to the 
Steering Committee, it would represent an additional committment. He 
therefore requested Senators not to vote for him in the second round. 


It was agreed to continue discussing the proposal for the Institute of 
Community and Public Affairs while the second ballot was in progress. 


Report from the Senate Committee on "colleges" (cont'd) 


With respect to the stated aim of the Institute (page 3, document 
US-78-8-D12), whereby "upon completion of one of the proposed 
programmes, the future candidates may expect to gain employment in 
government, or community services at the local community level, as well as 
at the provincial, national and international levels", it was wondered 
whether any kind of study or survey had been undertaken, or profiles 
worked out, to indicate what the actual requirements were for employment 
in government or community services. 


It was explained that the planning committee made some general inquiries 
and investigations, and also that there were some specific things done in 
terms of employability particularly in the area of translation where specific 
criteria were set down and where there was a clear need to identify them. In 
other areas, for example in public and community policy, it was discovered 
that this was a growth area in terms of the social sciences and in terms of the 
Canadian society, and it was also a demand area, both at the corporate level 
and the governmental level. Further, planning committee members found in 
discussions with civil service personnel and others that there were good 
grounds for believing that there was considerable opportunity for 
employment. 


Again, concern was expressed over the term "gestion" in the French version 
of the title of the Institute, it being felt that it was a misnomer in that it gave 
the inference that this was a management course in public administration. It 
was argued that this would probably be objectionable from the point of view 
of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration and it would also be 
misleading to the public. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the above point seemed to be important and therefore 
the French version of the title should be reviewed. He presumed this could 
be done without too much difficulty. 


Responding to a question concerning the bilingual nature of the programme, 
Dr. Wall felt that it was absolutely imperative that the people who would be 
operating in the Institute should be bilingual, otherwise the Institute would 
be demanding something of its students which was not being demanded of 
its faculty. It was his understanding that the Institute was a bilingual 
operation. 
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Election of Steering Committee Members (cont'd) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that the election of faculty members to the Steering 
Committee was now completed, resulting in the following additional 
members being elected: 


Prof. C. Potter - Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
Prof. C. Bertrand - Faculty of Arts and Science 
Prof. A. Jordan - Faculty of Arts and Science 


Report from the Senate Committee on "colleges" (cont'd) 


It was stated that the people who were putting together proposals for 
various "colleges" seemed to be fairly confident that they would be able to 
attract outside funding and it was wondered whether they would be willing 
to accept the proposition of a "college" not being given any University 
funding after a period of two years unless the "college" has been able to 
attract outside funding and/or being able to pay for the operation of the 
"college" through a net increase in new students. Dr. Wall advised that a 
resolution had been passed by Senate regarding the evaluation of small units 
such as "colleges", and he would prefer to adhere to those procedures 
which provide for evaluation of a "college" after a three-year period. It was 
his belief that those "colleges" that could attract new students, would do so, 
but he would hate to establish the kind of precedent suggested above. He 
felt that the proposal now before Senate would in fact, attract large numbers 
of net new students. At the same time, there were other proposals that have 
been approved that he believed would no4.attract large numbers of net new 
students, but nonetheless, they were things that should be done. An 
example of this was the Liberal Arts "college", which, if it did attract hordes 
of new students, would be defeating its purpose. 


He pointed out that the document on the "Institute of Community and Public 
Affairs" (DOC-US-78-8-D12) clearly suggested that it would attract new 
students and he advised that that would be one of the things taken into 
account by the Provost's Office at the time of evaluation. If it has not 
accomplished that, he would want to know why not. 


It was argued that the proposed programme (DOC-US-78-8-D12), appeared 
to be much more oriented towards "gestion" rather than towards community 
and public affairs, which contradicted the original statements on the 
establishment of smaller units which were to be somewhat broader in scope 
than the programmes outlined in this proposal indicated. Since the objective 
was to prepare functionaries for the various levels of government, one 
would hope that we might possibly even make humane functionaries out of 
the bureaucrats at the different levels of government by including such 
things as philosophy, fine arts, etc., in the curriculum. It was suggested that 
the proposal be returned to the Committee to look more carefully at the 
options being proposed, with a view to broadening the programmes. 
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Concern was also expressed over such phrases as "should be", "Might be", 
or "we would hope would be", which were found throughout the document 
(US-78-8-D12) and it was urged that these phrases be changed to "must 
be", etc. Also, it was argued that an absolute guarantee should be included 
in the document that 50 percent of the courses in the programme be taken in 
the French language. 


Dr. Wall advised that the Committee had spent a lot of time on the issue of a 
broad-based" versus a "narrow-focused" programme and it was clear to 
members of the planning committee that it would be impossible to develop a 
broad-based programme that would satisfy everyone. As it turned out, the 
Committee opted for a fairly narrow focus, well designed to train 
functionaries both in the public sector, including government, and perhaps 
in industry. 


He also expressed concern about iron-clad "musts" that could not be 
fulfilled, pointing out that there would be budgetary implications for all of 
the departments if 50 percent of the programme were to be taught in French. 
He emphasized that it was clearly the intention of the Institute of 
Community and Public Affairs to succeed and to do so they would have to 
have credibility with those people who would be hiring the graduates. If the 
Institute stated that their graduates were bilingual and in fact the graduates 
turned out to be unilingual, the Institute would fail. 


With respect to the French version of the title, it was suggested that the 
word "gestion" might be changed to "service communitaire et publique" or 
if not, that the English title be submitted to the Office de la langue Francaise 
for an official translation. 


Dr. Wall advised that the title would be reconsidered before the proposal 
was presented to the Board of Governors for approval. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien emphasized that in passing the motion, Senate was not 
endorsing every detail in the document (US-78-8-D12), such as the title, 
and various other points which would be followed up. Rather, Senate was 
endorsing the establishment of a small unit whose purposes were 
reasonably clear to everyone. 


Prof. Whitelaw pointed out that there was a curricular dimension to the 
proposals for the establishment of small units. He felt that U.C.C.C. should 
have a look at such proposals with respect to where they fit in to the 
perception of the Senate Committee on "colleges" as to what a particular 
programme should be, and also because U.C.C.C. contains such people as 
the Registrar and the Assistant Vice-Rector in charge of Admissions, who 
may be interested in certain technical aspects of how the programme is 
going to operate. Dr. O'Brien advised that with respect to the proposals that 
have been presented to Senate up to this point, the time factor has made it 
impossible to allow for such vetting. Also, to some extent, the proposals 
have often contained less real curriculum content, in the technical sense, 
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than sometimes appeared to be the case, because what was there were 
suggestions or possibilities rather than firm proposals. He felt that, with the 
experience we have had up to this point, now might be a useful time for Dr. 
Wall and Prof. Whitelaw to discuss the routing of proposals and the lines to 
be drawn, so that the problems that could occur might be minimized. 


Academic Regulations Concerning Plagiarism (Undergraduate) 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the Regulations Regarding Cheating and the 
Regulations Regarding Plagiarism (DOC-US-78-10-D8) were both before 
Senate last year. While obviously there was a certain relationship between 
the two documents, as it happened, the document on Cheating was 
discussed first and in some detail. In consequence of that discussion and the 
definitive version of the document on Cheating which has just been 
approved, the drafts on Plagiarism which we had last year have been 
rewritten (DOC-US-78-10-D8) in parallel with the final version of the 
document on Cheating, wherever there was a reasonable parallelism to be 
made. He suggested that to the extent that in certain areas Senate has made a 
reasonably definitive decision, since presumably we did not want to have 
two very closely related documents going in different directions, Senate 
should pay due attention to that. That was, by certain decisions made in the 
debate on Cheating, Senate may, in effect, already have made certain 
decisions with respect to Plagiarism. The proposal was to adopt document 
US-78-10-D8, or some amended version of it. to replace the existing 
regulation on this topic. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he intended first of all to invite fairly general 
debate on the matter and at a certain point he would try to induce Senate to 
proceed section by section or page by page through the document 
(US-78-10-D8), in order to narrow down to more specific points. 


It was agreed that the phrase "and the Registrar" be added to the second 
sentence, item 20, page 4, of document US-78-10-D8. 


It was argued that the latitude given to an instructor under item 2, Section II, 
page 1| of the document, would inevitably lead to inequities in terms of the 
treatment of students. Further, it was wondered whether it was morally 
right to put the onus on the individual instructor, particularly since a lazy or 
tired instructor would simply let the matter drop. It was also wondered what 
the rationale was for the approach set out in item 2 as opposed to an 
approach that would have everyone treated the same way. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the wording in item 2, Section II, page 1, of 
document US-78-10-D8, happened to come from existing regulations and 
was simply taken forward for discussion at Senate. The committee that 
drew up the document, having looked at these procedures, must have 
decided that the existing way was a satisfactory one and that the initiative 
should be left with the instructor. Also, the fact was that the document that 
was now before Senate, even though it was newly written in recent weeks, 
was the successor to several documents that have floated through Senate 
over the past several years in the attempt to get the academic regulations 


rewritten. By this time, the committee that initially worked on the document, 
has evaporated so completely that we would have great difficulty in trying to 
reconstruct their thoughts on the matter. 


It was stated that the sanctions were so severe and it was argued that to 
allow it be so loose as to be at the discretion of an individual instructor, 
would result in the type of inequity of a student performing the same 
plagiarism in one course versus another, both attempts being caught, and 
yet having completely different sanctions being applied. It had been hoped 
that that would have been the one thing that would have been picked up by 
the committee and changed. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the above issue was quite legitimate and this was the 
point at which the matter now comes before Senate for consideration. 


The feeling was expressed that there was absolutely no way to guarantee 
perfect equity in a situation such as the one mentioned above. It was stated 
that what was being criticized was the procedure whereby the instructor 
could accuse a student, go through the entire process in his office and close 
the case. However, it was argued that in the case of the timid instructor or 
one who really does not care, that instructor always has the option of simply 
not laying the charge. In fact, it was far more likely that such an instructor 
would not lay a charge if he knew that he was opening up a very-formal and 
long-winded case, and it was argued that it would simply create further 
inequities by removing the option allowing an instructor to settle the matter 
in his office. 


However, it was stated that experience has shown that someone who knows 
that the responsibility could be placed on the shoulders of a department 
chairman and a committee, as opposed to their own personal involvement, 
was much more prone to enforce the regulations. 


It was argued that the fact that a faculty member ought to be given credit for 
a certain degree of discretion was a valuable thing and one would not like to 
see the latitude of discretion permitted a faculty member under item 2, 
Section II, removed from the document (US-78-10-D8). 


Concern was expressed over what appeared to be the absence in the 
procedures of a mechanism to ensure that the offense would not happen 
again. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that unless an instructor was prepared to make a major 
issue of the incident, there would be no record and it would only be by 
chance that the matter might be known to another instructor. Under items 2 
a) and 2 b), which were entirely at the discretion of the instructor, the 
instructor could either say forget the matter or that the work was to be 
resubmitted. Under item 2 c), if the instructor gives the student a failing 
grade, then there was an appeal to the department chairman and something 
more formal would happen. Or, if the matter was referred to the department 
chairman (item 2 d)), it would go on from there. However, he explained 
that the real formal level was to be found further on in the document, the 


first stages really being quite informal and there certainly would be no 
record. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in a sense the question that was being put to Senate 
was what was the minimum action that should be taken if plagiarism was 
suspected or what should be the minimum penalty for plagiarism and how 
should it be dealt with at this stage. He stated that frankly his impression 
was that this was the area in the document (US-78-10-D8) where there was 
the most left to be discussed and when we reached other parts of the 
document, Senate, to a large extent, was already locked in by the other 
decisions that have been taken with respect to cheating. This area 
represented a point of departure because there has been no occasion to 
discuss anything analogous during those other Senate debates. 


It was suggested that a possible solution to the problem would be to require 
the instructor to advise the department chairman of all cases involving 
plagiarism, including those where the instructor decided to take no action. 


It was further suggested that Senate's approach to plagiarism should be as 
liberal as possible and concern was expressed aver the phrase "translating 
and paraphrasing without acknowledgement of source" which was included 
in item | on the definition of plagiarism. 


Senate was reminded that a question had been raised last year during the 
debate on the Cheating Regulations concerning a student submitting the 
same term paper to two different courses. At that time it had been felt that it 
would be more appropriate to deal with that issue under the Regulations on 
Plagiarism. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that he proposed to follow the same procedure used 
last year during the discussions on Cheating. That was, at a certain point he 
would adjourn the debate at this meeting and an attempt would then be made 
to redraft this particular section of the document (items 2, 3, and 4, Section 
II, of document US-78-10-D8) to take account of some of the ideas being 
brought up and to re-present it or two alternative versions to Senate at the 
next meeting for a definitive decision. 


The feeling was expressed that if the concept that the department chairman 
should be notified by the instructor of whatever action was decided upon, 
was going to be included in the revised version of the document, it would 
be important that the student receive a copy of any such notification. Such 
notification should also be forwarded to the Records Office. 


Mr. M. Sheldon, Executive Assistant to the Rector, stated that having 
worked on the document (US-78-10-D8) to a certain extent with the 
University lawyer, his feeling was that the lawyer's position would be that 
maximum attention should be paid to the human rights of the student and 
would therefore probably be opposed to such concepts as creating records, 
notifying the chairman, etc. 
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Responding to a question concerning transcript notations concerning 
plagiarism, Dr. O'Brien explained that only in those instances where a 
formal charge was laid by an instructor leading to the imposition of one of 
the major sanctions, would internal records be affected. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, explained that in such instances, 
notations would appear on the internal record but not on the official 
transcript. 


It was suggested that it should be indicated in the section on "Sanctions" 
that in such cases a permanent internal record was kept, and that would be 
one more thing that a student who was thinking of plagiarizing would have 
to consider. 


Mr. Adams urged Senate to turn its attention to section III - Sanctions 
(DOC-US-78-10-D8), pointing out that if that part of the document was not 
passed at this meeting, the contrary penalties that presently exist under 
campus-identified regulations would have to be printed in the 1979/80 
Calendar. He also pointed out that the penalties listed in section III - 
Sanctions, in document US-78-10-D8 were identical to those in the 
document on Cheating which was approved by Senate. Dr. O'Brien 
explained that if Senate were to approve the Sanctions, the first three lines in 
Section III -Sanctions (DOC-US-78-10-D8) would have to be changed to 
read "Whatever the procedures may turn out to be, the following is the 
range of sanctions which may be applied, etc. etc." 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT THE RANGE OF SANCTIONS FOR PLAGIARISM AS SET OUT 
IN SECTION HI OF DOCUMENT US-78-10-D8, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


With respect to the phrase "an appropriate departmental committee" in item 
5, Section II, of document US-78-10-D8, it was pointed out that certain 
departments follow an "ad hoc" arrangement by establishing a separate 
committee for each case that might arise and it was felt that the drafting of 
this item should be looked at so as not to preclude that practice continuing. 


Concern was voiced over those types of plagiarism where a student 
flagrantly resubmits a term paper previously submitted by another student in 
other years or situations where there has been blatant copying of other 
works without even an attempt to hide the lack of work done. However, it 
was stated that the document (US-78-10-D8) would be acceptable if it 
contained some kind of overriding coverage that departments would take the 
responsibility of ensuring an equitable treatment within their own 
department members that fit those particular problems of plagiarism within 
that discipline. This was not an attempt to tie down or remove individual 
faculty rights but rather to bring to the attention of everyone the need for a 
common policy towards their students in the particular discipline. 


It was argued that the above suggestion would simply replace one inequity 
with another, it being reasoned that if it was inequitable to leave something 
to the discretion of an individual instructor, it was equally inequitable to 
allow individual departments to decide what would happen within the 
department, because it would be impossible to achieve uniformity between 
departments. Responding to a question concerning the issue of a student 
submitting the same term paper to two different courses, Dr. O'Brien stated 
it was an important question and he wondered, regardless of whether it was 
plagiarism or something else, if it was the view of Senate that there should 
be some specific coverage of that situation. The view was expressed that the 
practice mentioned above was not necessarily a dishonest thing, nor was it 
necessarily an impediment to teaching. Moreover, in certain instances it 
would give a student an opportunity to do a more advanced piece of 
research, and one which was more broadly based. The feeling was also 
expressed that it would not be in the interest of good pedagogy to make a 
general rule about that. 


However, it was agreed that as a matter of courtesy the student should 
advise the other professor that the paper in question had been prepared and 
submitted in conjunction with another course. It was argued that while it 
may not be ethical for a student to submit the same term paper to two 
different courses nor for a professor to encourage a student to do that, it 
was definitely not a case of plagiarism as defined in document 
US-78-10-D8. 


The feeling was expressed that in the interest of academic sensibility and 
sensitivity, if each of the two courses required work which could be 
performed legitimately and at the same time serve both of them, whether it 
be over a span of one, two or more semesters, it should be permissible. 


It was argued that the real question was not whether a student could submit 
the same paper to two different professors, but rather whether the student 
declares what he has done. There should be something in the regulations to 
cover the situation in which a student has submitted a paper twice without 
declaring that the paper has already been submitted. 


The feeling was expressed that if a student could write one paper and 
handily submit it to a variety of courses then something was wrong with the 
courses themselves, and it was suggested that we should have another good 
look at the curriculum. 


It was stated that there seemed to be an element of inconsistency in the 
Senate's discourse on the subject. on the one hand, we have talked about 
the viability of allowing professorial discretion on the matter of whether the 
student's plagiarism was simply a reflection of naiveté. On the other hand, 
we now seem to be questioning whether the student's lack of courtesy in 
simply informing two people that he was submitting the same paper to both 
of them, might be an act of odious heinous intent. 


It was argued that it was much more than a simple matter of courtesy, in that 
if a student was preparing a paper for two different courses, one would 
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expect a very different level of work than what would be expected of a 
student preparing a paper for one course. 


Again, the feeling was expressed that the matter should be considered and 
debated quite apart from the document on plagiarism (DOC-US-78-10-D8). 


Dr. O'Brien advised that although it was not obvious whether Senate would 
ultimately see fit to pass some regulation on the matter, it seemed to have 
aroused sufficient interest that it should be looked into to see how it might 
be covered. 


He proposed to adjourn the debate on plagiarism at this point and advised 
that the various suggestions that have been made would be taken into 
account in preparing a revised document for presentation to Senate at the 
October 1978 meeting. 

Senate agreed to proceed to the next agenda item. 


Competence in Written Expression 


Prof. Whitelaw asked Senate to consider first the matter of the embargo 
which Senate placed on the offering of English S-209. He pointed out that 
U.C.C.C. was recommending in document US-78-10-D9 that the embargo 
be lifted. It was also noted that the Arts and Science Faculty Council was 
recommending that the embargo be lifted (DOC-US-78-5-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THE EMBARGO PLACED BY SENATE ON THE OFFERING OF 
ENGLISH S-209 BE LIFTED (DOC-US-78-10-D9). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the revised recommendations from 
U.C.C.C. on Competence in Written Expression (DOC-US-78-10-D9). 


He pointed out that the statement that "Students in extended programmes are 
all required to take a course in English, etc." (1st paragraph, page 3, of the 
original report - UCCC-77-Dl), was not quite correct and should be 
changed to read "Some students, etc." 


Also, the $40.00 cost-per-credit referred to in the original report (item 7, 
page 7, UCCC-77-Dl) was taken from information from the S.G.W. 
Faculty of Arts and was based on 1976/77 dollars. While Prof. Whitelaw 
did not know what the actual current rate was, he did not wish Senators to 
be under the impression that it remained as stated in the document. 


Finally, Prof. Whitelaw advised that mention should have been made in the 
document (US-78-10-D9) of the existence of writing clinics successfully 
carried out on the Loyola campus under the aegis of the L.E.S.A., for 
people who were aware of certain weaknesses. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DR. WALL, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS ON COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN 
EXPRESSION (DOC-US-78-10-D9), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw stated that when the motion on the floor had been dealt 
with, he intended to make another motion relating to the implementation of 
the recommendations. 


Concerning the development of a dependable diagnostic test 
(recommendation 4, UCCC-116-Dl), it was suggested that the Dean of 
Division I, Faculty of Arts and Science, be put in charge of the task of 
bringing the two units together, as well as other persons in the University 
having expert knowledge or appreciation of administrative implications, for 
the purpose of developing the test. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN COHEN, SECONDED BY 
PROF. DOUGLASS, THAT THE DEAN OF DIVISION I, FACULTY OF 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, BE CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR IMPLEMENTING RECONMENDATION 4, UCCC-116-DI1, 
SENATE DOCUMENT US-78-10-D9. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the motion which he intended to make after his 
main motion had been dealt with, was related to the kinds of things referred 
to in recommendation 4. He reminded Senate that some time ago it had 
authorized U.C.C.C. to set up a committee to determine the administrative 
structures, composed of people from, at that time, the two English 
Departments, the T.E.S.L. Centre, and other areas of the University, 
including the Registrar's and Admissions Offices, because at that time 
U.C.C.C. was thinking in terms of universal testing. For a number of 
reasons, not the least of which was the fact that Arts and Science was 
undergoing a major transformation, the committee was not set up. 


The feeling was expressed that the Dean of Division I, Faculty of Arts and 
Science, was in the best position to ensure that the various groups that 
would be involved with the development of the diagnostic test were 
assembled in the near future. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Prof. Whitelaw emphasized that in approving recommendation 6, Senate 
was accepting the fact that there was a responsibility on the part of faculty 
members to participate in the referral process. 


Responding to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that what Senate was 
approving in the document (US-78-10-D9) was a major principle 
concerning written English. Recommendation 6, which explicitly states that 
instructors have a definite responsibility in the matter, was important. 
Whether or not it was more visible in the Announcement, some instructors 
feel that they have a responsibility, while others feel that they do not have a 
responsibility, and in approving recommendation 6, Senate would be stating 
that instructors do have a responsibility. 


He further stated that if these principles are approved, thought would have 
to be given as to how this could be carried out effectively, because it was 
the kind of thing that could easily become one more document in the 
archives, having little or no effect. 


It was also explained that what was involved in recommendation 7 was 
already policy, although often ignored. Giving it greater visibility may help 
by drawing it to the attention of those who read the Calendar, but 
undoubtedly more than that would have to be done. 


It was suggested that perhaps recommendation 7 should be amended to 
include the statement that greater visibility also be given to the policy within 
the various Faculties, because it was not just a matter of bringing it to the 
attention of the students through a Calendar entry, but also it was a matter of 
bringing it to the attention of faculty members. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that what was presently before Senate was a motion to 
approve the recommendations in document US-78-10-D9, with the one 
amendment to have the Dean of Division I take the responsibility for 
implementing recommendation 4: While he sensed that Senate was willing 
to vote an the motion, he emphasized that it was perhaps one of the most 
important matters that Senate could be called upon to deal with. For that 
reason, if there was any feeling in Senate that there were aspects of the 
document that it wished to debate further, he was prepared to have the 
question put over to another meeting. He felt also that the document 
(US-78-10-D9) was based upon a certain approach, on a voluntary basis, 
not to try to-accomplish everything that might be accomplished, but rather 
the goals set out in the document. If Senate was willing to accept it as such, 
he was prepared to call the question. 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Next Meeting 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the next Senate meeting would be held on October 
6, 1978, which would be a special meeting to deal with the annual 
curriculum changes. 


He announced also that he would be unable to attend that meeting and 
therefore there was a question as to who would chair the meeting. 
Normally, one of the Academic Vice-Rectors, as Vice-Chairman of Senate, 
would preside, but since they were involved in one way or another in the 
curriculum questions, it would be difficult to ask them to chair the meeting. 


Likewise, Prof. Whitelaw was involved in the Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee's report. Consequently, he was suggesting that Associate 
Vice-Rector Despland be asked to chair the Senate meeting. Senate agreed to 
the suggestion. 


Adjournment 


78-10-29 The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


